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ABSTRACT

The Scope and Nature of Social Psychology

This paper defines socia! psychology as the science of differential action
éf persons. Action is defined as sttitudinally directed behavior with respect
to socially structured alternatives. Personality consists of the organization
of cdgnitive and affective relationships to objects. Attitudes are affective
orientations to particular social objects or classes of sacial-objects.‘_gttj; »
tudes-are enaqted by ﬁérspns in éécial contexts. For the most.pért, sociéi
psychology is concerned with tﬁe.influence_of the personality and the social
context on actiop;iand‘witthhgusocial factors. influencing persohaiity. -
‘Moreover, actiqp:Qutcoﬁes'éfe,béﬁ$§iorswifh.reSpéct to soc;ally def‘fineqi'.ob.f §

jects. Hence, social psychology 15 equivalent to "“social structure and per-~

sonality'l.
In predicting action outcomes with respect to objects the relevant chary
acteristic of bpth;socia!iéontexttﬁariables and personality variables (except
for the attitﬁ&;féoward fﬁé?objégf-dr-related objectﬁ);ié“the'faciliféfién' |
they offer for ?ﬁﬂfting,thejﬁt?iFHd9-'“‘fjtVQ?b.?his sugges§sftha; thg'baéicz
”fprmula” for-aféaicting aéti@ﬁ‘gﬁtéomes-is: ' | - e o
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The overt action variable.

¢ = The attitude toward the'object.

-

Each facil!tational'variable, inctuding both personality
and social structural variables.
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Several lagical problems as -well as substantive questions are discussed.
Among them are observations leading to slight modifications of the formula.
This view of social psychology thus -emphasizes action, treating inter-

action as a special and important case of action.  The view obviously runs



counter to pasitions which equate the field with the study of communication
or which define it as '"psychology applied to social probiems'. At the present,
social psychology cannot be reduced either to psychology or sociology, but is

partially dependent upon both and contributes to both.
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SOCiaI“FSYChOIOQY is a field of theory and research stemming frcm several
sogr;es;_ﬁ;qﬁ;jq}!stoqioiogyrand psychology. It is of great concern not only
‘ to'Ehese¥aisc?blfH;§{bu£ also to economics, politlcal science, education, |
coﬁﬁunicatiéﬁé, ana‘$£ger areéé.‘ Because, historically, it has had its theo-
ret:cal roots in several tradut:ons of sociology and psychology and because

presently |t has appllcatlons ln a variety of drscuplunes, 1t is not sur-

prrsung to flnd that there |s-qu1te a dlverStty among its several expressions.
SomeuaSpectsAof :t are-useful--in one discipline; other aspects in other dis-.

ciplines., Thus, the bas:c |deas of the fleld which are talked about by people

of one d SCipline are: not necessartly identical to those discussed by peopie

of another. |ts terminoIOgy, too, is confusnng. ‘This is hardly surprising in

v:ew of its varned exponents. 7But when it happens, as it often does, that

those of one trad:tlon‘use"one word for a certaln phenomenon while those of
another use a dlfferent word for it and that those of different tradntions
‘may use the same word for dszerent phenomena, it is, to say the 1east diffi-~
.cuit to gain a gr;;p on the fleld as a whole., However, s:mple dlfferences in
words and perspectives do not stand in isolation from social life. Organized
groups which are the bearers of intellectual traditions have tremendous in-
fluence on systems of theory. it is entifely possible that the unification
of theory in sodiatrpsyéhoiogy,rparts of which are fmportant to many organized
groups, may Qeii be delayéd indefinitely because it haslno one cross-discipiinary

group supporting it. Even assuming that it is logicaiiy possible, such a uni-~

fied theory can be formulated only when there is considerable communication
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among the groups which are exponents of various facets of it. Probably the
necessary degree of communication does not exist. And of course we do not
know whether such a unified theory is possible;
In any case, the manifestations of this variety of interests are many.
There are_those who think that social psychology is the foundation of ali
the social sciences. Some of these people identify therfield as "behavioral
science'!, often identifying it with the analysis of role behavior, which in
'fdkﬁi}s viewed as the-concept providing the meetihg ground of all the social
- sciences. There are those who believe fhat social psycholagy is really a
contrlbut:on to psycho!ogy in that it shows how interpersonal relations in-

fluenca behavnor Others believe that socual .psychology is the discipline -

o whlch underplns socnoiogy in that it explanns why interaction, which to some

g the basuc ccﬁcept ‘of sociology, i5 possible. There are those who thsnE“"

' that.éocial psychology explains behavior, and there are those who think it ex-

It can be argued that several wr:ters, notably M. B Smith, Milton stger,

=11 A}gx !nkelgs,fhaye.reCently redefined the field in terms of a pair of ...

r?ﬁenfral p}obféhé;r Broadly speaking,‘thesé'are the déQelopment of ﬁefsonaifty'
and the |nfluence of personal:ty and social structure on behavior in society.
Sm|th explnc:tiy deflnes the f:e!d as a concern wuth such- focal problems, and
lnt appears that Inkeles does so |mp1|c1tly {although it is difficult to follow
parts of whaf he says on the ;ubject). These writers thus tend to define the
field as concerned with the relationships between social strﬁcture and

' personalnty 174 -‘The concern with personality development turns out in this
formulation to be first, the influence of social structure on pérsonaljty, and
second, the isolation of the mechanisms by which the influence makes itself
felt. The concern with behavior turns out to be first, the influence of per-

sons on each other in socially structured situations; second, the influence
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. of personality on the selection of individuals into various sectors of the
social order; and third, the influence of personality and overt behavior on
states and changes of social systems.

This paper presents a point of view which seemé.ccnsistent with the
broad view of social psychology which equates it with social structure and
personal ity, yet which gives the field a central unit--sométhing which is
lacking in definitions which are based exciusively on concerns with '"focal 7

probiemﬁﬁf‘ That unff is the-action of persons with respect to objects. It

is my hope that the view does justice to the theoretical concerns of psychol-

ogists and sociologists, and perhaps others, who are interested in the field.

Central Concepts

The central concepts of this point of view are personality, social struc-

ture, attitude, and overt action. The main reason why social psychology is
'.concéfnéd:With personality is because personality is thought to be one of the = =~
main- sources 6f similariries and differences in overt human action,r ?haf is,
social psychologists assume that under exactly the same situational conditions
an§.£ﬁa';;;;;ns wili“aét af least somewhat differentiy because of previousty-
formed personality differences. The field is conéerned with socfal-structure
because it forms the context which is assumed to mold personalfty and to
channel its expression in overt behavior, and becaﬁse it sets goai.alternatives.
Hence, it too, is a main sourte of similarities and diffefences in human action.
That is, social psychologists essume that even if the personalities of two
individuals were identical, théir behavior would differ because of differences
in the structure.of situations'in vhich and with respect to which they act.
0f course, there are no such things as identical personalities or identical

situations in the real world. But there are apparently differences in both

which vary in degree. The question is, exactly which aspects vary to what



"-l”’..shiﬁs of an organism to objects. Each personality dlffers to some'extent fron

L "”' accessnble to the person himself are attitudes (affect-1oaded co'nit|0ns

~according to-his position on each of several variables. B(qa41¥;:this,giyes;;-r'

us a way to account for uniqueness in an orderly and useful manner, but it =~ =

.
to what degree and how do we know which aspects are relevant for which actions?
Personality. Like any other phencmenhon, personality may differ in a

multitude of ways. The total number, if there is any such thing, may never.
be exhausted. Even so, a theory of personélity must try to do justice to this
variation=~this "uniqueness' of each individual human being. There are ways-
of bringing a certain amount of order into the. area.

: For one thing, we can ofder many phenomena along continpa. When this is
poésibie, we can measuie degrees of difference among persdns alsng ah? ?artié- L.r

ular continuum. if we can find some way of distinguishing between continua

- and among levels of any one continuum we can reasonably locate.each person

“doesn't tell us anything about personality as sich. We turn fnéxt to thig, =

Basically, we view

e sonality as the cognitive and affective relation-. .

every other personallty because of variations in the ohjects COQH]ZPd and in

the affectlve relationships to them. «Ihe personality variablesrwhich are. oo

)ehefs (simple or relatively affectless cogmtnons) about 5pecn°|c objects.

A_Others af@rlnaCCESSIb]e to him but nevertheless real. The latter VQrtahles

are sets of‘attitudes and béliefs which tend to vary together. They are in-

-
accessible to the person because to recognize them it is necessary to have con-
siderable information about the cognitions and the likes and dislikes of many
persons. dbviously most people do not and cannot have such detailed knowledge.
But there are some ways by which research workers cen isolate them. The main
method for doing this is factor analysis of reported attitudes and beliefs.

Perhaps R. E. Cattell has done more work of this sort than any other. The

trick iz to know which of the multiplicity of possible factors is most
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important. Cattell solves part of this for his pruposes by elaborate studies
of the correlation among variables presumably suggested by profound cbserva-
tions made by outstanding psychologists. Progressive refinement has reduced
these to perhaps twenty factors which seem to be both theoret]caliy and em-
pricaily different.gj (Uitimately, however, a systematic theory will be needed
to suggest fundamental personality variables--whether accessible or nonacﬁeo-

sible. "My guess is that this will come from the analysis of the structures of

" social systems as perceived by the actors participating in them).

Apart from the personality variables which are inaccessible to the person,

. there are many others he knows about. These refer to attitudes and beljefs con-

ECernipg;which interpersonal comparison is simple enough tprpermitxth

g0 devérop awareness of similarities and differehcas between himself and them. -

“fo short;” the word "belief" is defined here as a cognition Qith“f?ttle or—
_no affective Toading. Attitudes are defined as cognitions with relatively

L strong, or with variasble, affective loading. These are the 'building blocks” S

S of persona;aty They are best treated as a large number of varlables. éone

: '”?fBoth classas havn effects on behavuor.
e -
) 7 ‘
“predicting behavior are complex.. We shall try below to give some leads as to e

-The ways to use them in expiatnjng and

how this may be done. First let us turn to the conbept of social stch;ure.

Social Structure. Excluding the effects of personality on social struc-

‘ture, there are, broadly speaking, two ways of treating the relationship of

the person to the social structure, each of which depends upon what it is that
the researcher wishes to study. First, socia efer to the

 'organtza;:on of behav1or alternatlves All or most of the objects with respect

to which action may occur are consensually defined, and many of these are them-
selves social groups or aspects of organization of social groups. The social

object itself determines in part what are the behavior alternatives which are
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possible with respect to it. If one wishes to explain and predict behavior,

e
he must know what are the behavior alternatives from which the person must

choose. This is‘eleemelicated matter., |t is easy tc assume that one chooses
woommsint _

between A, or B, or C, etc., and that choosing one precludes choosing the
others. In fact, this is only one instance--the case of mutually exclusive

alternatives. Frequently, however, choosing A has no bearing whatsoever on

~ choosing B. This may be considered the case of independent alternatives.

There is a third type, in which choosing A permits but does not fequfre choos ing
B, but not choosing A exludes choosing B. This is the case of contingent

alternativeé. (Contlngent alternatives are eSpecxaIIy Important when the ob-

. jects to whlch _they refer are structures standing ln an ends-means relatlonshlp

to each other,‘a case we shall return to later.) For all of-these-caees it is

‘more useful to consider the main alternatives as A-or not-A; B or-not-B, C-or -

not-€. This becomes somewhat more complicated when the alternatives are not
dichotomous (as in A and not-A) but are, in the extreme, continuous variables.

Even more, the objects to which the alternative behavnors refer: may be highiy

_stable structures in tbe sense that they are clearly consensual‘y defnned and
_are durab]e. or they may be quite unstable in the sense that they may not be
'weil'defined or may be ephemeral. The occupatlional prestige hierarchy of

western society is one example of the former, and the shifting definitions of

the situation which are characteristic of mob behavior are examples of the
. )
second.
Arother way of treating the social structural effects on personaiity in

the field of social psychology is as a learning environment. That is, person-

ality is developed in socially structured situations. There are ways this

OCCUFS . For one, the types of |nformatlon (ro]e deflnltlons‘_. Norms,

beltiefs, attltudes) whuch are presented to the person by others vary syste~
w

- R S e . SRR SRS
matically according to broad social structural factors such as position in a
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stratification system, diversity and density of population, etc. Obviously

CammmrreomToe SR
this influences the cognitive system of the person. For another, once atti-
L ] s
ftudes are learned and have become fairly stable, the person's attempis to
L
'ﬂ\l‘ A enact them may be aided or inhibited in part by the structure of the situations

w

‘D" in which he attempts to Cantyu.them gut: Success in such attempts seems at

least to confirm that aspect of the state of the personality, while failure
produces various changes in it. Of the latter effects thermoetiihportant_mey

' be the tendency of the attitude to disappear when the various atteﬁbts-te;ehact
it have been blocked. For example, successful attempts to enact e”eertaiﬁ'ievel
of aspiration do not tower the level; they may even raiserit, On the other; .

_hand, faiture reduces the lfevel of‘aspiration.éf if the atnltLde var:able has

~as its object some aspect of the socaal system which is exceedlngly |mportant,
this would indicate an ‘important change in personality. “Finally,— :f & SuCcess~ T
ful attempt to enact an attitude leads one into a new situation, one wnth a

different set or norms, etc., than were chafacterlstlc of h|s preV|ou= pOSIthﬂ,

he would evidently change a5pects of .his personaluty--the relevant cogn:taons

. emee. @Nd affective relatsonshlps-—to conform WIth it. For exam

le; stuques of. en-

trance |nto new groups "which once may have been nothlng moreathan obJects of
levels of asp:rat:on, show that the new member takes on many attntudeS”character- ‘”f-“t
istic of the group lndeed many people begin to take on such at*atudes in ant;-_'
‘-c:pdtion of becoming members.
Attitudes. As we have eeticed, attitudes (as treated here} may be con- .
sidered asrpart of personality. Yet sometimes they appear to function differ-
ently from other personality variables. As we noted earlier, in this formglatien
an ettitude is view as a cognition.of and an affective reletionship toward eni
object or class of objects. This definition excludes purely cognitite factors

such as belliefs and those psychological elements which in the hypothetical

extreme are opinions (except when they are the affect zero-points of attitude
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variables). It includes, on the other hand, such things as goal orientations
and levels of-aSpiration. None of the former but all of the latter imply the .

existence of affective relationships toward their objects. We assume that,

except for the other factors in its (the attitude's) environment, the attitude

would aiwavs be carried into overt behavior. iIn any case, in principle,

attitudes towapd an obtreet tend to he positively correlated with overt action

toward that object.&/ Thus the attitude is part of the act. Naturalily, the
attitude is not directly observable, because it is ﬁerély an affect-loaded
cognition, and neither affect nor cognition can be observed direct]y.éf

So far we have treated the alternative behaviors possible with respect
to an object as being determined, at least in pa;t;-gf_;ﬂe:attituge toward
that and no other object. The issue is not that simp!e;' jn scmé“of our own
.research the prestige ievels of the ocdupationél‘strucfure"form"the'aiternative
levels of achievgment'(overt actions) that are possib?g, 'The struc?pre fs the
occupational prestige hierarchy and levels of it are the possible objects of
- attitudes. The level an individual selects as 'best" fo?rhim is the specific
object of his éttitude {or, more specifiqélly, level of;g;piration),in”this
framework. This is a goal-structure, 6r'tﬁore géneréiI§S €£ is the structure
of the object of an attithe.

Attitudes toward objects other than the one we are foéusing upon also can
have effects on overt behaviors with respect to the object. It is é.socioiog-
ical commonplace for people ﬁé speak of the educational system as the mechanism
for a1loéating people into different levels of the occupational prestige struc-
ture. in American society it is generally believed that the "way to get ahead"
is to become educated; ''the more education you get, the better the jobs you
can.get”. For our purposes this belief signifies that the various levels of

the educational system may be treated by the participants in the society as a

''means system''. More generaily, one set of actions may be defined as being
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necessary for the enactment of another. Wé may speak of the former as ''means
behaviors''; they occur with respect to '‘means systems''. We may spe%k of the
latter as '"object behaviors''; they occur witﬁ respect to.”object systems''.

This has at least three general éonsequences. (1) Attitudes toward

objects are positively correlated with overt actions with respect to the

alternatives presented by their means systems. {2) Attitudes toward one or

another of the alternatives in means systems are positivelvy correlated with

overt action with respect to their object systems. Forisome egaTé]es, 1¢vei
of oﬁcupational achjevement is positively correlated with years of ;ol!ege
completéd, and attitude toward attending college is positively gorrelateg{wjth
Ievef of occupétidna!'achievement. Neither of these, hgweyepifghpuld be as

high as the correlation between an attitude and the behavidr'with'reSPeCt to

its own object. 1t should be noted that somefimés alternativé Weéans systems =~

exist. This leads to still another generalization: (3)_The larger the number

of alternative means systems, the lower the positive correlation which will be

observed under (1) and (2) above.

- The central point here is that attitudes which are:not_dirgctly relatedﬂ-
to therbject of the.attitude we are sthdying cén inflﬁenéé;Séﬁgafér toward.
~that object when the behaviors which arevtheir logical outcoﬁéiére”differentia!
means for realizing ;he,first attitude. |

Action. You have probably already noticed that we are‘defining action as
" _
a sort of paraphrase of Parsons and Shils! definition.éj it is attitudinally-

directed overt behavior. Unlike the units of personality {cognitions of and

affective relationships toward objects){uhich are stat
relations from the point of view of the subject, overt actions are attitudinal!yn
T e A TR T, e s R

directed changes in organism-object relations which may be directly perceived
AR e e -

by persons other than the subject.
O S R T R —
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The execution of the attitude in overt behavior is aided or impeded--

that is, differentially facilitated--by aspects of the personality other than

that attitude and by factors in the social situation. In theory, differential
attitudes, personality variables, social situationel variables, and overt be-
havior dimensions are all measurable, and in theory the first three can be
combined in such a way as to account for all of the variations among persons

in overt behaviors.

Explaining and. Predicting Action
By now it should be clear that in this paper social psychology is the

science which takes the d|fferent+al action of persons’ in thelr social contexts

~as |ts central subJect matte As thlngs stand today, there are several ex-

pianatlons for acts. Probab!y most of them are wrong in’lmportant respects.

A val:d explanatlon must when coup!ed wlth approprrate research tefhnlques,
-yield emplracally verifiable predlctrons about “the relat:onshnpa among the
'varnables of the explanation. ™ Surh a valid exp!anatlon should tell us the

_ways to select and combine varnables 1o} that they w:ll account for the vari-

,tatlon in overt behaVior with'@ spect to the oblect of’the”ettltude. ‘The fact

is that we are notortously def;c}ent 1n_th|5 respect. Odd}y, however, we
:tend to look to factorsAothetit;an feifac}eeeregpienatory_systems to.account
for tﬁis deficiency, if indeed we even recognize it. ;éeme eeem7to he!d that
feeling that one has explainey'the act is a substitute for demonstrable evi-
"dence. This cannot suffice in an empirical discipline. Others hold that
social psychoclogy is a new science with "underdeveloped' research fechniques,
”ahd that this_is why our theories-do not eccoent for the obsetved variations
'n'their domain, 1 doubt that this is the basic difficulty. But there is a
good deal of truth in it nonetheless: our methods of measurement and verifi-
cation are quite imprecise. Even so, the quality of our research techniques
is noL alone enough terprain our poor predictive efficiency. Perhaps, we

-



- i1 -
could do a better job of empirically accounting for differential action if we
took a new look at how to combine the variables which measure our key concepts.
In doing so,'we should recognize that an explanatory system which yields accu~
rate prediction in a laboratory may still be defieieef when it is taken to
the field., So tet us try to develop systems for explaiﬁing action which are
capable of being }igoroasly verified under field as well as laboratory
eonditions.

The present point of view seems to provide a basis for a system. It is
too early to guess whether it will be successful; if foo may.join that over—‘
_populated limbo of false hypotheses - Even if Iater it appears-to be succese-.
-fui, the tests will be llmnted because they are belng conducted oh actlons wuth

respect to hlghiy stable objects. One, whnch we- have worked on with 1. W,
" Miller, concerns the levels of ach1evement~wrth*respect to~the~occupatlona!
achievement prestige hierarchy.zj Another, conducted~byrAnthony Diekema, con-
cerns levels of achievement of students in afuniversi&y.gj Both of these,
eSpecuaIIy the former, requlre iong-term researeh and it will take a long time
hefore ail of the results are avalleeje. A thlrd unpubltshed concerns Joun-
f}né ofiperticipatfng in on-campus'g}eeps. The structure of each of these is
quite durable, lasting long enough fee the individua} to deVelop'seable atti-
tudes toward it and to cenquct a large number of mere 5pecif%e ects.carrying
the foce{“atﬁitude into overt behavfef. S

Briefly, sfnCe actien f; the unit we wish to study, these projects treat
the attitudinal component (the affective orientation to an object) of the act
as the central action-impelling factor and the overt behaviors with respect to
tﬁe object of the attitude, or related objects, as the central end-product. The
measured attitude level is viewed as the indicator of the degree of effort the
person will exert to perform at a certain level of overt behavior (if the object-

structure is a continuum) or to perform the behavior (if the alternative be-

haviors are dichotomous). Here, aspects of the personality other than the -
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attitude toward the object, as well as social situational variables, are
treated as members of one class, differential facilitation variables. In so
doing, the system departs from formulations which treat personality variables
and situyational variables as members of twolfunctionally distinct classes.
This is because it appears that the functional distinction should be made at
- another point. Ffrst;~the‘attitqde toward the object performs an impelling
function in the gxplahgtion and prediction of overt,action{ and seccnd on the
whole, 6ther varféblegfpérfdrm thé-function of either aiding or hindering--in
short, differentially facilitating-~the expresﬁion éf this impelfent in overf
behavior S
Let us use Ieveis of occupat:onal achievement. as the overt behavaor we

wish to prednct.: It seems only common sense to suppose that if one's level of
occcupational aspiration is quite low, it really does not make much difference
how great his opportunities (SOC|§!"§tructural var|ables) and “abilities"

personal:ty variables) are for hlgher levels of occupatlona! achievement; he
snmply wili not be a high achlever because his energnes are not directed toward

that end Sam:larly, if hls,leve!'of aSpurat:on is high but his Opportunltzes |

and abilities are- Iow one can hardfy expect very hlgh achievement . Only when

both are at least re]atiyeiy'high'can we expect fhat the*person will be a re1a-

tively high achiever. Now this means that the Ievel of overt behavior ls a

function of a non-linear combinatlon, more or iess like a multlgiler effect,
el

of the attitude variable and the facilitation for its expression which is

offered by other variables, personal and social structurafg/.- We think the

same holds ajso for any other attitude varisble the object of which is-a stable
entity. ' |

A number of general ''equations' has been proposed for combining variabies
to empirically account for variance in behavior vafiab}es; including action

variables. We shall not review these, except to mention that they usually
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assume eitﬁer additive effects of all classes of independent variables or else
they assume more or less multiplicative effects between personality variables
on the one hand and social situational variabies on the other. The scheme
just outlined leads to a different basic 'equation'!, There are again two
classes. But here one of the classes has only one variable, the attitude
toward the object, and the other class contains all facilitational variables.
It is these two classes whiehtstene igtgmhigher order relationship to each
_other. It is as fOIIOWS' |

= (At, Fi1s Ag. F2, AT Fn)

where Ac = the overt actlon varlable
L At;f,the ettitude toward the obJect
F. = each faculitat:onal var:able, lnciuding both

personallty and - SOCIaI structural variables

(The semi-colon means ”more-ornless multipincatlve”, and the comma
means ''more-or-less add:tive“ )

Problems in Operatlonartzinq the ”Eguat:on“ Obviously this is not an

exact formula though it seems closer to reallty than some. As a matter of

:fact, even it :t is basnca[ly correct one_can be fanrly certaln it w;i! need

‘to be’ modlf;ed.for reasons we shall now' present.

'ror One, this does not tell one‘hOW'to choose variables-whfch may be

i -

Iikely candldates to fulfiild the functton of dlfferentia] fBCIiltators because
the exact facilitation varlables wh:ch are relevant for one action varuable
are not always the same as tH;se which are_relevant for another. There should
be a set of guidelines for hypothesizing exactly which of al!l possible facili-
tational variables are worthy'of coneideration. Such a set of guidelines does
not exist. As a start in this directioe, one could suggest that variables
describing differential reference group support for the relevant behaviors,

norms governing differential access to the object, szif conceptions of and

objective indicators of ability to perform the specific tasks required, and
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attitudes toward related objects, might be general classes of facilitational
variables. Mevertheless, whatever the particular rules that may be eventually
&ecided upon, it seems apparent thét tﬁey must include a reference to the ob-
ject itself and to other objects that may stand in an ends-means relationship
to it. The guidelines for selecting facilitational variables appiy not only
to behavior regarding the object of the action, but also those regarding means -
systems provndtng behavior a]ternatlves upon which the overt bhehavior with
reSpect to the object may depend ‘

Another problem concerns the proper role of attitudes toward oﬁjects
standlng in a means—ends reiationship to each other. To the.extent that the
d:stributlon of persons. along one social structural var;ab!e automatical!y
ailocates them along anotherlgl, the attitude toward either should function
as an lmpeiltng ce “for the other. ‘Returning to an earlier example, in -
Amerigan society there is evidently an ends-means relationship, even if imper-

fect, between edﬁcational achievement and occupational achievemént.. To the ex~-
tent that thlS is true there should be a non-iinear (more or Iess multipli=

_ catlve)jrelattonshtp between educat;onal aSp:ratlon level and occupaflonal

achievement level. lt seems apparent that at jeast for thlS reason the above
formgia'is over;implified. That is, in some cases, the attitude toward re-
latedibbjects seems to fulfill the same funétion in thé'equafion as QOes the
attitude toward the object itself. A mddification of the equation is evi=-
dentally needed to take this.;ossibility into account.

Third, there is in fact not only an interaction between attitudes toward
objects and the facilitational variables which should tend to yield a strong
muitfplier effect. There are also other interactions between them which’
should reduce that effect. There are two ways this-can happen. The most_ih—

portant is the fact that facilitation influences attitudes. As we noted

earlier in another context, it has been known for years that when the obstacies




to goal achievement are high the goal itself becomes less attractive to the
person, and there is scme reason to believe when the obstacles are low the
goal orientation i3 high. Also, there is no reason to doubt the possibility
that highly motivated people can manipulate their situations tc some extent,
thus reducing the obstacles. . Since goal orientations are just another way of
talking about attitudes, and obstacles are just another way of talking sbout
differential facilitation, what appiies to one should apply to the other.
These add uﬁ to hypothesizipg"; posigiye ;orre1ation between levels of aspira-
‘tion and levels of facilitétion. We have locked into this regarding levels of
cccupational asplratuon, and the predtcted correiations between levels of

!/

asplration and Tevels of facnlitat:on are present—, In general this means
that the above 'equation" must ‘be modlfned to tzke into account the anfluence
“of attitude level and facilitational Tevels on each other.

Fourth is the zero-pojpt“problem:hrlh same attitude variables there is
no meaningful zero-point, yet. the ''equation' assumes that such a thing exists
in Ehat it ihQalves maﬁtpﬁiaf&dns which ére muitiplicafive; fhere may be no
flqal solution to this probab:lltv yet, operat:onally, |t mnght be treated by
using a computer to vary systemat:cally a set of arbitrary zero-pOints on both
the attitude and the facrlltatlonal vartabies, and to hunt for an opt:mal
solution. The optimal solutnon would be the ane wh:cn maximized the variance
accounted for in the overt action variable.

-+

Limiting Cases: Action in Unstructured Situations. All of the above

assumes stability of the structure of the object and of the personality and
social context within which the attitude is carried into behavior. In fact, there
éfé-many s3ituations where this does not hold--mob_behavicr or disastés behavior
for two. My guess is that in principle the same ideas apply, but that the
possible objects of action and the behavior alternatives regarding them are

changing so rapidly that overt behavior directed toward one set of objects
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turns out to-be irrelevant as these objects change and new ones emerge.
Similarly, the facilitation offered by situation may be changing rapidly so
that even if the object is stable, the behavior alternatives with respect to
it cannot be acted upon by the person. In any case, if on the whole this
frame of reference works in explaining and predicting action toward stable
objects in stable situations, research should be undertaken to learn whether
it is appljeab]e in priociple to aetion toward unstable objects in unstable
sitoations.' This might Ee done experimentally by progressively reducing the
stability'ofrthe objects and situations to the point where the predictive

efficiency of the system breaks down completely.

A Special Casezalhferaction."As treated here, interaction is an important

special case of action. Presumably it is the case in which the overt behaviors,
and therefore situations of each of two or more persons are progressively o

altered because their actions with respect to each other tend to produce new

cognftions and perhaps related affects in each. A guess might be that the
seme basic-éets of variabies might be used, though they would be compiicated
by the fact,tbat each, person is altering the state of the varlabies deflnlng

the’ SItuatson (ObJGCtS of actton and/or facilitation of context var:abies)

for the other, and therefore alterlng the cognatlve and effect|ve relationships f:jﬁ,

of the others to the ObJECtS in the situation. It would thus not. seem too
dlfflcult in theory to treat interaction within the above framework in

practice, however, reformulating the 'equation' to fit this case might be 3

difficuit task.

'Haior‘Problems in This Formuiation

Thare are at least three theoretical problems with this point of view,

each of which might mean that its promise is greater than it is really capable

of producing. The most important two of these we shall cail the "identity of

objects'' problem, and the piroblem of ''determining the dimensions of behavioral
jects'’ prok d the probie
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alternatives". The least important we shall call "Himmelstrand's problem'.

The '"Identity of Objects'' Problem, It has been assumed that one could

sensibly speak of a unitary object which is similarly cognized by all the per-
sons whose actioﬁs are being studied, and that the persons vary only according
to their affective relationship to the-dbject.' We called this an "'attitude'.
In Tact, there is considerable evidence which shows that probably no two peopie
qpnceige ofﬂthelégmé object in exactly the same way. That_is, each person cog-
ﬁ?éés:éééééﬁat aéf%erént facets of the objeét. Perhaps, then, they are not
responding to exactly the séﬁe-ébject, huf ratherrto different sets of Tacets.
if shouid follow-that-their'attitudés are toward different facets, and that

;;the-}oglcally possable sets of behavnor a!ternatxves are d|fferent for each

person. Horeover, it stands to reason that the more one knows about an object

" the more facetg"he“”sees”T"—The'more facets one ''sees, the more the opportunity~~~ e

he has for mixed feelings. What may be a unitary object to an uninformed per-
'son_may functiqn;askgeveraj_objects for a knowledgeable'person.' He may have
dif?é;ent attffﬁdég'ééward each of fhe various objects or facets he sees. S$o
he may not really have an, att:tude toward the obJect as a whcle On the other
hund up to a pé;nt it may be that the less a person knows about the object the
more !lkely he Is to have an att:tude toward it as a whole., It seems to foliow,
that the.more a person knows about something the less effective is the present

system in predsctlng hss behav:or In the extreme it would seem tha; the

system can only work for‘prea;cting the actions of relatively ignorant people.
How strong is this argument? |f true,wét couid.belquite dévastating.

Of course it should apply to all attitude research. VYet to date.attitudg re-

search seems to work. Probably few have suﬁh detailed perceptions of facets of

objeéts that we really cannot have an attitude toward any particular object as

a whole, provided it is commonly defined as a whole. Hence, the system probably

should not be abandoned because of this. Even so, the possibility that
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difference in knowledge might affect its usefuiness should not be ignored.

The Probiem in Determining the Dimensions of Behavior Alternatives.

The question of how to treat the behavior alternatives is a difficalt one.

We speak of favorable or unfavorable attitudes toward an object, and this makes

psychological sense--people seem to have a¥fective orientations to bbjects.

But what is a "favorable' action with respect to an object? In concrete re-
,Tﬁeérgh situations we often find it easy to imagine exactly which overt action

‘dimensions we wish to study. Yet, if we are to develop a more complete theory

we need to have a set of principles which tell us in advance which, among all
ﬁgSsible‘oveﬂ:behavior_dimensionS} are the most relevant for research on aqﬁion S

- "o With respect to a certain kind-gf object. What we do now is to build ourqré-

B”Eégrch'déﬁfgn'around predicting behavior along a certain behavior dimensidh or

" &Yass Gf dimensions {such as differential disgrimiﬁation,“di%ferential goal — —-———-

,,,,, achievement, joining or not joining an organization), coﬁéeptualize and measure

" an attitude vériablerrelevant to that behavior dimension, and proceed from;
Fﬁére."ﬁeseérchers usuaily ask, “ﬁhat attitudé variabie is the most relevéﬁt

_::E.iquTpredigtipg;behaviprs with respect to X objects?" SUpposg_andther kinéipf
éJ;stton wastégked,~”what are all the behavior dimensions B; &Eftﬁ Qe'mé§f3” 
'hipéjcéIIY'deSQ;jbe overt behaviors toward a specific objectsof a certain atti- o
 ?9§§7?ariab|e?” As things stand now, the researéh.would n@t get very fgr;
What, for example, are the overt-behaviorai expréssions'which‘logiga}ly féllow
- ‘
from negative affect toward an object? Avoidance? Destruction-of the object?
Obviously there is more to it than this. Perhaps even more important, how can
we tell in advance what are the behavioral dimensions to look for? And do the
behaviofai dimeﬁﬁfoﬁs flowing from such negétive attitudes have parallel counter-
parts In the overt behavioral expressions of the positive attitudes? That is,

are-such overt dimensions unidimensional along the whole range of behaviors

‘which are expressions of both positive and negative attitudes? For the present,
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one would suppose that we will continue to develop our research designs by

working backwards from the behaviors we wish to predict. But sometime we
will have to learn how to tell in advance exactly which overt behavior di-
mensions are consequences of a certain attitude variable.

Himmelstrand's Problem. A Swedish sociologist, UIf Himmelstrand, has

discovered that there are people who are concerned with talking about possible

overt behaviors and there are others who are concerned with performing them. .

"action~oriented" people. He has a set of questions which (with minor modi~- .

fications) distinguish between these types in areas seemingly as far apért as

12/

- . child-rearing practices and party politics—~. Naturally,;;hé_present.system‘f

-+ is limited to people whose attitudes have their end-products in action with '

~--ential facilitation variables. If it is more serious, however, it might re- ...

"'respect to the object of the attitude. -We need to find out whether thére are™ ~

stable personality or social situational factors which account for-the fact

_ that some pecple shy away from expressing their attitudes in appropriate

actions. Perhaps Himmelstrand's problem presents just another set of differ-

quire revision of the scheme.

Social Psychology and Related Subjects

In this view, social psychology's task is to develcp a logically con-
sistent, parsimonious, and eﬁpiricaliy valid theory of the differential action
of pefsons. That is, it is the study of the forces which validly explains
acts. |¥ this is so, then socfal psychology is more than the study qf per-
sonélity, although since persons have attitudes and attitudes are partly a
resuft:of other aspects of per50naiit§, and moreover, since other aipects of
pefsona]ity condition the person's attempts to enact his attitudes, it is

clear that the field must be concerned with personality to explain and predict

. _ac_t'_; N
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Again, viewed in this way the central focus of social psychology is
not the study of human behavior in general. Acts are but cne class of be-
havior, Social psychology is coﬁce?ned with that class.
Neither Is social psychology restricted to the study of interaction.
Interaction in which the attitudes and overt behaviors of one person influence
the attitudes (and thus persoha]ities) and overt behaviors of another, is an

impqrtant'specia] case of action. Hence it does fall within the subject.

mattef}of social psychology. Indeed one of the main charges to social psyehol- o
ogQZISJto explain and predict outcomes of interaction. As a matter of fact,

it“ﬁ%&ibe that'the best approach to developing a system to do so lies in the

"CEPe?ﬁ?Jformu]etioﬁ:df"e'eystem“¥0r'ekplainihg and predicting action outcomes.

eAQain;'conceivea in this_Way, social psychology is not the study of

communicat ion although commun:cat;on--and eSpecuqlly ianguage--orovudes con-

i tent and.processes which are exceedingly important in the explanation and

' -_predlctlon of act|on.

ture and personalnty. In a few words thlS because persons (orgnnisma with

'$cognit|ve and affective orlentat;ons to obJectf) act with respect.to socnally-

137suructured,aiternatlves, because personallty (the cognltnve and affect;ve re-
latlon of a person to obJect§? itself is developed in socially siructured
sftuatfone, and beeause--a!though we have not developed fhis point‘above--
-social structure is itself formed by and changes with the actions, interactions
'end_expectations (a'c]ESS ef attitudes) of persons..
VAS we have discussed it here, social psyehology is a distinct field

" having close theoretical ties to both sociology and psychology. 1t is not
difficult to say that it is 'just a branch' of either, and many people have

in fact called it a branch of one or the other. Psychology proper is not
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concerned with actions as such. It is concerned with behavior in general or
with the study of individual personalities. Social psychology is oniy in-
directly concerned with either; its direct concern is the explanation and pre-
diction of the action of persons, which is a special casé of behavior, and
which involves the study of personality only insofar as the latter affects
action. Sociology on the other hand, is not directly concerned with action
of persons as'such, but rather with the states and chaqggsuof sqgéal systems.
it depends upon-socfal psychology, however, because a;fidns are éﬁdﬁg.the
basic units of social systems. But social psychélogy is-dependeﬁfwﬁpon bo£S 
fields. 1t rests in part on pscyhology because of the latter's concern with
pgrsonalnty, cognttlon, and gffgcp. it rests on- SOCtoIogy because of thls- B

field's systematic analysis of social structural variables._-As thlngs-stand

now, it probably cannot be reduced tc either. - But-such a-reduction could-occur - -

it it could be shown that the minute details of social organization: in fact
account empirically for all of the behaviors of‘persons which we ca%i action;
_this would make it part of sociology. Or it could oceur if general pi:nc;ples

- of the behavuor of organlsms could be shown to erplaln and predlct what we

call actton, thIS would make it part of psycho]ogyrm

But whatever theoretic convergences may occur‘iﬁ the distanfrfuture,-
there is plenty of work for special ized social psyéﬁolog%sts-to dd:nbw iﬁlfhéif
gttempts to develop a valid éxplanation of action; %he p}act{céf';hd théoref--.
'ical pay-off of this, both tg its parent.disciplines and to other areas, should
be great indeed in that it should bring order into a chaotic host of special

problems that pefpiex us today because we are unable to explain and predict

the actions relevant to them.
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There may be some cases where this does not occur, such as when fanatics
might find thelr determination to act made firmer by an increase in
resistance.

‘ThlS and all other principles assume levels of facilitation hlgher

than zero.

We must therefore have ways of discovering what pecple's attitudes are.
We do this by observing certain overt actions (wh|ch are logically
subject to the same explanatory system as are any other actions),
namely, persons' responses to instruments designed to elicit under
standard conditions their attitudes toward objects. Such instruments
are valid to the extent that standardizing the conditions for eliciting
these responses encourages frank verbal expression of the internal
attitude. But these verbal expressions are not the attitude itseif;
it is not directly accessible to the observer. (Replying to a question
is itself an act; it is an attitudinaliy-directed behavior with res-

- pect to question. As such it must be subject to: the same-- laws as- IS

any other act.)

Attitudes may be held toward particular objects, or toward clases of
objects. People may have attitudes toward a particular person, John,
provided he is conceptual:zed by them as a unit. Or they may have
attitudes toward classes of objects, such as delinquent boys (of which
“John may be a member) or such as males (of which all delinquent boys
are members, and of which John is a member). To use attitudes to pre-
dict overt action with respect  to an cbject, we must be certain that
our instruments do in fact measure attitudes toward that object, rather
than another. |f we wish to expiain and predict differences among per-
sons in discriminating behavior (an action variable) toward 0jibwa
Indians, the class '"0jibwa - Indians'' is the object of the attitude.
‘John Eagle, a particular Qjibwa,. is pot the object. On the-other
hand, if we wish to determine who will and who will not discriminate
against John Eagle, we must ask attitude~eliciting questions about

him, not about Ojibwas in general.

There is a principle underlying this point. Facilitation (defined
below) being equal, the more inclusive the class which is the object




of an attitude, the lower the correlation between the attitude
variable and overt action with respect to any one member of the class;
and conversely, the less inclusive the object of an attitude, the
hiagher the correlation between the attitude variable and cvert action
with respect to any one member of the class.

See T. Parsons and E. A. Shils, 'Values, Motives, and Systems of Action'
in T. Parsons and E. A. Shils (eds.), Toward A General Theory of
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Note that this implies anothéf principle: the higher the level of either
the attitude variable or of facilitation the higher the correlation

between the other and the level of overt behavior with respect to the
object of the attitude or with related objects.

This is a case of contingent behavior alternatives; we referred to it
eariier.
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